1 He defines this not to be a critique of "the means of being properly religious," but of "the prior fundamentals of Judaism: the election, the covenant and the law; and it is because these are wrong that the means appropriate to 'righteousness according to the law' (Torah observance and repentance) are held to be wrong or are not mentioned" (551-52).
To my knowledge, what has gone unrecognized is the traditional assumption that remains necessary to Sanders' turn of phrase. It not only requires the institutional development of Christianity to make sense, however historically unlikely this remains, but it requires a Paul who finds something wrong with Judaism, indeed, with the pillars of Jewish identity and religious values, such as election, covenant, Torah, and repentance-and who does so from outside Judaism rather than from on the inside, since the problem lies in the prior fundamentals of Judaism. The problem is not with some or other Judaisms, not with some Jewish people or ideas or institutions or practices, not with some or other Jewish Christians or groups, or their ways of interpreting the meaning of Jesus Christ-but with Judaism, period. Granted, this is not because Judaism was legalistic or based on achieving righteousness by fulfilling commandments rather than by grace, as those whom Sanders criticizes maintained, because he recognized that these were not how Judaism operated.
Sanders does mention the limitation of referring to "Paul and Judaism" in a way that fails to suggest something other than "Paul and the rest of Judaism," but concludes that "the traditional terminology would seem to be justified by his being engaged in a mission which went beyond the bounds of Judaism" (1 circumcision is central to the discussion, should be either "when a Jewish man," or in this case, since it is to be compared to the "when a non-Jewish man" context of Paul's rhetoric, it should be "how does a non-Jewish man gain righteousness."
When Sanders does look specifically at the question of the inclusion of non-Jews as righteous ones both in this age and in the age to come, he readily admits that unlike the literature addressing the members of the covenant from which he develops the notion of covenantal nomism, "the Gentiles are dealt with only sporadically, however, and different Rabbis had different opinions about their destiny" (207). This fact profoundly alters the interpretive landscape for comparing Paul and Judaism.
Unfortunately, to date this distinction, which should be central to the "Paul and"
debates, continues to be obscured in the way that the discussion unfolds.
Paul's position should not be universalized across this ethnic boundary; his rhetoric does not do so. And thus it should not be compared to other Jewish sources without this qualification. But it continues to be. So we do not read of "Paul against Torah-observance for non-Jews as if they were under Torah on the same terms as are Jews," but of "Paul against Torah-observance," inferring, "Paul against Torahobservance for all humankind." But if we were to limit the comparisons to those within 
